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1 I. INTRODUCTION

2 This matter mvolvesaUegations that Donna Edwards for to

3 m her official capacity as Treasurer fl&waidsOim^

4 Edwards, a congressional candidate in Maryland, accepted approximately $130,000 m

5 contnbutions from organizations that benefited from her work in the pnvate sector The

6 complamt alleges that many oigamzations made excew^

7 contributions through coordination with her Committee1 The complaint further alleges that the

8 CCTrnrnttee and other respondents vioUted

9 violations

10 Aa more fully set forth below, we recoinmerid that the Dmimiasion find no reason to

11 bcheve mat any of the respondents have violated the Act

12 IL FACTUAL f Nfll fr|ffiAL ANALYSIS

13 The complaint makes many broad allegations regarding 'potentially questionable"

u relationships among various groups, persons employed by or directing those groups, and

15 Edwards The complaint suggests that these questionable relationships have benefited the

16 Edwards campaign through unrepoited, excessive contributions, and excessive in-kind

17 contnbutions The complaint also alleges that the 501(cX3) respondents "actively engaged in

18 prohibited activities,** although the complaint gives no specifics about such activity or how it

19 violates FECA Moat respondents have said mat it was difficult to craft a response because the

20 allegations m the complaint axe vague and that the facto alleged do not state a violation of the

21 Act While the complaint alleges very lew facts that imphcate FECA, the respondents and

22 allegations can be divided into three distinct groups (1) those related to her pnvate sector work,

DCuXC tDB DHv

fbu(bt2008 P^
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1 (2) those related to OTgamzatrons that supported h^

2 organizations located at the same address aa these vcndon

3 A. Doina Edwards' Work In the Private Sector

4 Many of the allegations m the complaint focus on Ed wards'role as Executive Director of

5 The ARCA Foundation ("ARCA") and ARCA's relationship to other non-profit groups ARCA

6 is a 501(cX3) organization "dedicated to me pursuit of soc^ See

7 www arcafamufrfrCT ^^i^gpflftn As Executive Director since January 2000, Edwarda

8 reviews grant proposals and makes recommendations to the ARCA Boaid of Directors regarding

9 which proposals to fund Edwards has taken leaves of absence from ARCA during two

10 campaigns for federal office On April 17,2006, Edwards filed her Statement of Candidacy for

11 the 2006 Primary Election and took a leave of absence from June 1,2006 through September 15,

12 2006 On Apnl 27,2007, she filed her Statement of Candidacy for the 2008 Pnmary Election

13 and took a leave of absence from August 31,2007 through February 15,2008

14 The complaint alleges that Edwards, through ARCA, gave grants to die League of

15 Conservation VotenfTjftO art Fr^^

16 contributed to the Committee, constituting unreported and excessive m-kind contribution In

17 her response, Edwards states that she makes recornmendations on grant proposals to the ARCA

18 Board but she has no authonty to gi»m funds from ARCA Edwards acknowledges mat her

19 Committee received contiibutionsftomu^PACs of some of the respondents and fiom

20 individuals employed by mem, but she states that ARCA gnnts money to orgamzatums on the

21 merits of the grant application and "not baaed on any anticipated or possible political benefit"

22 &e Edwards Response at 2-3

23 Tim A«*t •• •tfiiifMhiH liy PT!P A§ pr«wiA>« that no paMMi Aall vnmlr* i%mi»nlinHnM to any

24 candidate and his or her aulhonzedpohticalcoinimttecwimieapert
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1 office, which, in the aggregate, exceed $2,300 2USC §441i(aXlXA) Further, Candida*

2 and political committees are prohibited fit)m knowingly accepting any contnbutioiis in excess of

3 the Act's limitations 2USC (441a(f) Political committees must report receipte in their

4 disclosure reports 2USC §§ 434(a) and (b)

5 Tlie following chart summarizes the complaint allegations and responses, and

6 recommends that the Comimssion find no retjon to M^

7 below made excessive contributions or excessive m-kmd contnbutions to the Edwards

8 Committee Flatter, we lecammaid that the ^^

9 or the Edwards Committee knowingly accepted and faled to report these alleged contributions

10 CHART 1

RESPONDENT COMPLAINT
ALLIGATIONS

RESPONSE ANALYSIS

Doom Edwvuij end
Doom Edwuds for

Edwudi, nhcrofflcisl

Bdwudi line Enccuttvc
DirectorofARCA ARCA
SJBVC more nsn $4 nBllion
mansflto39
otfusfltioni that msde

ft • not clear whit IB tang
that

Rnponwatl-2 Donna
Bdwaidi only maiBs

$138,300 m contribotiooi
to her i

ftom respondent PACi
and individuui coipioyBd

the ARCA Bond of
to

ftomARCA We

Bdwunetookleaveiof

id
EdwuvbocoB

vnlatodl
USC |441aft)by

Gontribuboni or that Ae

USC|434(b)by
flubni to rapoit any such
comnpuDons

ARCA ARCAgnntito

tnini toEdwnds

ARCAiiaS01(eX3)

to other S01(cX3)
SwARCA

at 3-4 UK
ARCA Bond decides

There it no

for
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Kl

O
o

RESPONDENT

Fuenda of no Batni

COMPLAINT
ALLIGATIONS

ARCA give money to
LCV LCV gave money to

ARCA gave money to FOE

employees and Hi PAC

leceive gydwl*) not Donna
Edwards SMuf,at4
ARCA's grants to third
paitwi an* not

at 2 Thecomphmt
fails to allege • smgle net
showing that ARCA funds

Edwards
way S*td at 2

LCV did not foccive a
grant from ARCA, the

S01(cX3) oiganaanon, did
SM LCV Rcgpcme at 1,
nl The LCV
Fund TT-gp11 to 16GCIWB

jf**1** nuui ARCA in
1999( heftR Edwardi
started workmg there Stt
«/at2

FOBisaS01(cX3)
and dad not

H2.4 FOB PAC and
FOE'S

ANALYSIS

ftomARCA We
amend oat the

find no
to believe net (1)

ARCA violated 2 USC
f441a(iXl) by making,
of thit Edwwdi or Iho

USC|441t(i)by

kmdcontnbanonsn
Edwards, or (2) the

USC|434(b)by
flnung to report any such

LCV PAC made a
to

made individual
coBtnbuuonii aD wiUm
legal hmmi There is no

tDBt CflBTBlOUllODI to

Edwards from LCVi
PAC and mdividnals
employed by LCV

grant to LCV Education

^^«_^^ ^_ L l̂a^M^* tha*no leavon no Deneve mac
(1) LCV violated 2
USC|441a(aXl)by

viobtod2USC
|441a(f)byacceptiiig.

to DBwBIQB|

or (2)theComnHttee
v»lated2USC
|434(b)byfiulm|to
zvpott any aucii

to Edwards
irom FOB'S PAC and its

were given m

FOE from ARCA We
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT
AT.IJEGAHONS

RESPON1 ANALYSIS

^>—
0OT

411115-6

tfaitthe
find no

imon to bchcvo out (1)
FQEnolsied2USC
|44U(tXl)byimkiiig,
of But Edwiidi of fbc

USC |441t(f)by
accepting,

Edwudt,or(2)the

USC | 434(b)by
flnlm| to report ny inch

OrgwmfttHmi that Supported Domma Edwards by EndontaiE Her or Making
Independent Ezpenditnrei on Her Behalf

The compltmt alto alleges that the Committee and cert coordinated with

6 each other such that the lefultnujconmnniicatioiis constituted excesŝ

7 Bssed on the avulable infbnnabon.it appears thst these respond

8 expenditure csinpsignsm support of EoVsids'cand^a^

9 enaaflB ^^ conoiK/t resultuiK ^^ coorflinntio1*^ under Commission FCffulations

10 Under the Act and Commission regulations, the terms "contribution" and "expenditure"

11 uKdndeanypftofinoneyor^ytlun^

12 injQuencmgt Federal election te2USC §431(8XAXOand(9XAXi), 11 CFR {§100S2(a)

13 andlOOlll(a) The phrase 'teyoimg of valueNincliio>s all m-fandcontnbunons Seell

14 CFR (§100S2(dXl)andl00111(eXl) In-kind contributions include expenditures made by

15 any person "in cooperation, consultation, or conc^ with, or at the request or suggestion or a

16 candidst^ a candidate's authorized committees, OT 2USC { 441a(a)(7)(BXi)

17 QtmmitMiftn

18 commumcahon becomes an in-kmdconlnbunonM a result of cooidmsfion between the person
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1 making the payment andt candidate tell CFR §109 21(aXlH3) Under the first prong of

2 the coordinated communication tot, the (x>mmunicabon must be paid for by a penon other than

3 t candidate, a candidate's authorized committee, a political party committee, or agents of any of

4 the foregoing tellCFR § 10921(aXl) Under the second prong, the communication must

5 sansfyoneof the four contertstandaixJs set forth in 11 CFR §10921(c)2 Underthethird

6 prong, the ronrniimiortion must sat^

7 §10921(d)3

8 The allegations in the complaint were vague and speculative, and the respondents

9 generally submitted detailed responses explauimgtheu* relationships with the Eo^

10 Committee and refuting me allegations with facts and affidavit* Thus, we recommend that the

11 Commission find no reason to beheve thrt

12 in-kind contributions in the form of coordinated communications, or that Edward* or the

2 After the decision in Sfcowv FEC, 414V 3d 16 (DC Or 2005) (Court of Appc^tffiraiodtlieDiftnctCourt'i

1 109 21 that became effective July 10, 2006 In a

11CFR |1092i(c)and(d)
violated me Admmiftntive Procedure Act; however, tbecoortd^noc vacate the legulatxxii or enjoni me
rmmiiMionfiom enforcing mem St§ Skays v FBC. SOB FSopp2d 10,70-71 (D DC Sept 12,2007) (NO OVA
06-1247 (CXK/) \avucng n part and denying part mo icspectivo |jailiti nDDom fiv mnwy jodaniBnt)
BKAAajBflHvf IBB Ĵ VM ^̂ aV60IK B^̂ SnDBsl ̂ DB QHBTICt OQULff ̂ lUâ l VBa1D06K VDu UVJiV ilHfla uBD OODIBDK llalflflHlal uBT OODD6

•penom who finance pubhc
SnSkaytv FEC, _ F3d _ ,(DC Or 2008)

any of the foUowmg ̂ fpci of copduct occura (i)the<
ofemaitian,

•IliftlMMiMM «liiM» HM Mil̂ l.Igll'. ̂

or (6) me
5e«llCFR|10921(d)
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1 Edwards CdnmuttBC knowingly Accepted and fiuled to ivpoit then Alleged contnbutioiis The

2 following chut summinzei the allegations, responses, and analysis

3 CHART2

CD

O
O

RESPONDENT

Votes

EMILY*! List and
j BlllS

COMPLAINT
ATJJMaATffOMBJ

ARCA ira money to
LCV LCV gave money

Item's an

EdwantandEMILY'i

flxcei- EMILY'S Int

Edwanli'Gariidacy.ind
it was approved end

byEdwmnfa

LCV conducted in

campaign for Edwavds
to LCV Response at 2-3
LCVbadafirewanm

cfloiti nvneri
SMMfBt2 LCV Bond

on firewall
pnxedufBi Sttid

a lewe of diBencB noin
the LCV Bond u toon is

cndiQBcy Sttm In

umpany
at3

eo

Tte compjamt doea not

FECA Set EMILY*! List
Response at 1-2 Tte

by EMILY'S
Lett &»•! atl
EMILY'S List bata
fimwall to protect itself

Sat nf Tte

ANALYSIS

Ttecompbint*saUegatiOtti
am vagD6| and LCV bas
^^^ Î«^M«|̂ M| ik^A •• ^^^1US|IUUUBB iiiBft II wl-

ftom its Boeid of

nrenall policy Based on

LCV's specific

idmati ilatxnshuMk vnj/um
SeellCFRbeen met

|10921(d) Wo
recommend thtt the

find no i
toteteveOat(l)LCV
vwlalBd2USC
|441a(aXl)bymelnn|lor

ndated2UgCf441e(i)

or(2)fhe

USC §434<b)byfciling
to report snen a
COttttlDBttOn
Tte cooplaint does not
•neneftcte donate a
vMtenonoftbeAct
Moraovw. EMILY1! L«t

not met SatllCFR
§ 109 2100(1) Wo
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RESPONDENT

1199 SEIU and 1199
SEIUFedenl Political
Acton Fond ("UH SHU
PACT) and Patrick

COMPLAINT

SEIU
vaiiyaign I sranire tt
imybiveMcoIlibonnBdM

wtfhEdwKdt Abo,

Buiger, the SEIU

They Work For U^Inc
(•M below)

RESPONSE

tint it pud
EMILY*! List for web

and properly

TTic 1199 SETUP AC

raukd hlenture m support
ofEdnvdi'2008

u put of in

eflbrt Stell99SBIU

AHMBV4H6-7 The
PAC

anyone affihtted with the

firewall m place Stud it
118,12-13 The

vendor to cjonum that the

Sttid
The only contact the
treesmt had win
EdwardtwaitotBUher
about the Unwn'i

10

wdh the 1199 PAC
irf at 1116-17

ANALYSIS

to believe that (1) EMILY1!

viobiBd2USC
|441i(BXl)byinikmglor
Aat Bdwardi or the

2USC |441e(f)by

fandcontnoutionuithe
fimn of • coonhnaied
communication, or (2) the

USC|434Cb)byfiulmg
to report auch a

The comphunt's broad legal
coachmon that 1199 SEIU
and 1199 SBIU PAC

Moreover, 1199 SEIU and
1199 SEIU PAC have set

Edwudi or her cunpuui

wifhfhemeilher Thua,it

met StellCFR
|10921(d) TheEdwuda

leavea open ne poanbuity

dni activity would not

|10921(cXandwonldbe
pecniauble under 11CFR
||1142(c)ndll43(i)
wo reconinenfl inai

to babeve that (1)1199
SBIU and 1199 SEIU PAC



MUR5970
Pint General Coomel'i Report

10

oo

o
o

RESPONDENT

They Wock for Us, lac
("TWFU")

COMPLAINT
ALLEGATIONS

TWFUHapperently
fc«»ilifatBy| »>la«M

pohdcal ads B

TWFU has become a

alleged 501(cX4)
lobbyn
Edward
TWFU

RESPONSE

Chnanan Arndavi^ ^ 2

Edwaida • on the Doard
of Dueeton of TWFU
SveTWFURi

TWFU Board (
reejardinK ne race ni
Maryhnd Diflimi 4 ainoe
shortty after ahe

mApn!2007
She took a leave of

at director of TWFU m
AngMt2007 SMM/13
TWFU never made a

provided any ajooda,
aerviceB, or any other thine,
of value to die Edwaida
rampaeji Set id ^ 10
TbeEdwardi

Aatnoone

peiUcipated ni any
raerature or ad that naiy

at by TWFU

ANALYSIS

USC f 441a(r)by

fornnofacoordiiiited

Comnttee vnuted 2
USC f 434(b)byftilmg
to lopoct wen •

Tne coDopiUDt docs not
•Ikfeftctitetititea
viotetionoflbeAct Hie

TWFU worked wdhSEIU,

Set
11CFR §10921(1)
TWFU ittlBi due it never
provided myihini of vuue

and mat no one at TWFU

2007 TWFU did, however,

opponent ehordy before die
Febnouy 2008 Pmnvy
Set TWFU Reepenee to
RFAI.May22.2008
TWFU filed a Form 9 with
die CoBBBMon to dndoee

OnmBoncanon (albeit
late) We have not been
able to obtam a copy of the
radio ad

nomfixmationdiatthe

ooorosnation i

ada aired n early 2008 an
tne lait ooneflBUcationi
between TWFU end

m early to md-2007
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O
O

RESPONDENT

Tbfjedief, • pubhc
advocacy, i

"527" group

COMPLAINT
ALLEGATIONS

CVT

iand
•ported contnbua

CVThnedi
(he cowards

CVT
•dvo cy laaHeti in 2006
and 2008 Aat reftncd to
Edwaroj1 opponent Al
Wym SatCVT

Declanaon.il 2-3,5
CVT did not dncma uiB
Icaffldi win flH Edwaraa

Decl.113,6 CVT hired

CVT tame advocacy
leaflets, not to "aenst the
Edwaiui caiupaign Stt
td\l Theleaflettwere

2008 5w«/H2>5 Tte
Executive VP of CSI. who

2006 and 2008 projects,
ftathedidnot

projects wrdi
CSI i

ANALYSIS

literature or ad with TWFU
WM ^^hA^^^^^^^^^&J fl^^KB) alL^we recmmia msi me

to believe that (1) TWFU
violated2USC
|441t(iXl)byimkiiigtor
dntEdwinborte

USC J441a(i)by

tand contribution ni the

uaiaiinm jpon, or (2) the

USC f 434<b)byfciling
lo icpoit nch •

Tte

•Ibptooni thtt CVT end
BdvBnh JuuurJtt^fcMl fke

CVT leaflet! The
illy rebut

would meet tine
IQOJBBCDBDtiCJI11 CFR

|10921(4) Furtfaennore
tte 2006 kdlet, and die
purportedly sunlar 2008

•nduk the reader to call
Wyup ID CTpJ
pouctei We

HDD DO
to believe that(l)

CVTviol0Jed2USC
|441a(aXl)byinibn|lor

violated 2
USC f 441a(f)by

bad contribution m the
flaVBBfl

or (2) the

USC 1434(b)bytailing
a
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RESPONDENT COMPLAINT
ALLIGATIONS

RESPONSE

•LA B^M^^^^^flAflteA ^H^BM ^k^AOH UmmBODB WH DDK

involved n dw production

•jMstsY ••(WUOs) eMBBDQOIGB
Cfautufli Affidavit! 1 4

ANALYSIS

2 C. Tldnl-Party Vendors and Oi^uintkHii Located at the Same Add
3 those Veadon
4
5 The complaim further alleges that sev^m^

6 contnbutioiis to the Edwards committee It also alkges mat the Edwards committee made

7 expenrntures to non-profit organization

8 collaborated became they have the lame address Almost all of these respondents state ***•* they

9 didnotinakeconmbutioristomeCoimmttee,aiidthatariypa^

10 rendered as many of these respondents are vendors The remairung respondents state that they

11 are merdytocated at the same addieu note Thus, we recommend that the

12 Comimsnon find no reason to bekev* that meseresp The following

13 eliMt 1i«t« riiam Tf*j>tmA*mt* anH nmmanrr* 4h* •llaptimia,

14 CHART 3

COMPLAINT ANALYSIS

SEIU Local 100 SEIU Local is at the To the
•ddreaiiiCVT.Mfj
OMBt2.ndAO(»N(sN
below) The chief
onjamBr of Local 100 u
the founder of ACORN

DBOOOplUBt

campaign, it ndemed Stg

at2 SEIU Local 100 WM
not involvod wdh ne

Tbe skhi aBeged do not
• FBCAvBohnon It

that SEIU Local
100 DM no CODDDCDOII to

Wo vDComomd that ne

l 100 did not
to or

SEIU Local 100 violated
the Act

teSEKJ
LocallOORDapoojeat2,
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Hi
Lfl

O
O

RISPONDENT

Service!, Inc, a

ACORN

COMPLAINT

The Edwards
paid$76\866to

we-VOte activities loll

activity

ACORN has made
WBjf^eB9V^BSMlsMs£ flHOMVOMMlflfcl

on behalf of Edwaids

100 is a labor

Affidavit; 13 It baa no

allege that CCI violated the
Act SwOCI RflBDQBN at
1 CdptDvidescoiiiultmg

Some•upport

as a point of<
anininiiiialivi
Sttii The only reterenee

mttfioonplantiBtnatOCI
at

CSI IB a vendor and had a
^fini HiB Edwavda

winch no EdwaraB
paid lor and

atl Thttua

ceflopeisjB eno> a
vendor St§td CSI

worktoACORN(see
below) Sntd
ACORN has not

on behalf of Edwaxds Sav
ACORNReapooaeatl In
2006\ ACORN provided
£*^M .̂  ̂ L^mn mvKca ID IBB
BowBras cajnpaujn, as CSI a

Hem Declaiatian, 13
ACORN did not make any

2006 or 2008 that tefared
toEdmndi 5teACORN

where ACORN

ANALYSIS

The facts aneajed do not
state a FECA violation It

that CCI has no
totne Edwaids

We
i that the

tobehevethatCa
violated the Act

paid CSI for work, and
CSI appean to have
operated as a vendor Toe
facts alleged do not state a
violation of the Act We

IBBBOOl to DCUBVB DBt CSI

violated te Act

The facts alleged do not
state a FECA violatioo
ACORN appean to have

alleged m fho complaint,
theavailabte!
anggeflt

ammnnrnnent

C F R f H44(eX6) We
feat the
find no
hove ma

ACORN violated me Act
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1
2
3

4
S
6
7

9
10
11
12
13
14
IS
16
17
18
19

21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30VW

31
32
33
34

RESPONDENT COMPLAINT
ALLIGATIONS

RESPONSE

the 2008 pnmy 5m

17 Otedntfae

tlaS^ MMM^hSMBVf MfllSffMieiSMMv! flflMI

clcctm of Edwsiui or
defatofWym 5m
RnDflmtt it 2 KitMriwv
Declmdoo.17

ANALYSIS

m. RECOMMENDATIONS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

U• •

12

13

Find no reason to believe that Donna Edwards violated 2 U S C J441a(f)

Fmd no reason to believe that Donna Edwuds for Congress and Janice Edwards,
ui her official capacity as Treasurer, violated2USC §§434(b)and441a(i)

Find no reason to believe that ARCA Foundaticm violated 2 U S C §441a(aXl)

Find no reason to believe that League of Conservation Voters violated2USC
S441a(aXl)

Find no reason to beheve that Friends of the Earth violated 2 US C §441a(aXl)

Fmd no reason to believe that EMILY'S List and Ramy Cooper, in his official
cqwtyasTreasurer,violated2USC §441a(aXl)

Fmd no reason to beheve that 1 199 SEIU and 1 199 SEIU Federal Political Action
Fund and Patrick Gaspaid, in his official capacity as Treasurer, violated 2 U S C
S441a(aXl)

Find no reason to beheve that They Work For Us violated 2USC §441a(aXl)

Find no reason to beheve that Communities Votmg Together violated2USC
S441a(aXl)

Ftaid no reason to believe that SEIU Local 100 violated the Act

Find no reason to believe *h** Cihzena Consultiiia. Tne violated the Act

Find no reason to believe that Citizens Services, Inc violated die Act

Fmd no reason to believe that ACORN violated the Act
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IS

Kl
Lft
HI
f\l
**.r^*
<M

1

2 14
3
4 15
S
6 16
7
8
9

10
11
12
13 T'/'
u 1 I .

IS Date

Approve the attached Factual and

Approve the appropriate tetters

Close the file

' / G
J *\J Oi M M jjy

Legal Analyses

ThomaseniaP Duncan
General Counsel

I/ 1 /7 f l)
T Jj(/ I..L>C«^

KaddeenGinth

o
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33

Acting Deputy Associate General Counsel
for Enforcement

Elena Paoh
Attorney


